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PER CURIAM.

Lillie Epps (Epps) appeals the district court’s2 revocation of her supervised
release from a drug conspiracy conviction, resulting in the imposition of a six-month



prison term followed by a four-year term of supervised release.  On appeal, Epps
argues the court’s revocation of her supervised release was unreasonable.

When a district court imposes a revocation sentence within the statutory limits
of 18 U.S.C. § 3583(e), we will not reverse the sentence absent an abuse of
discretion.  See 18 U.S.C. § 3583(e)(3) (“The [district] court may . . . revoke a term
of supervised release, and require the defendant to serve in prison all or part of the
term of supervised release authorized by statute for the offense that resulted in such
term of supervised release without credit for time previously served on postrelease
supervision, if the court, . . . finds by a preponderance of the evidence that the
defendant violated a condition of supervised release.”); United States v. Carothers,
337 F.3d 1017, 1019 (8th Cir. 2003) (“On appeal, the district court’s decision to
revoke supervised release based on its finding of a violation is reviewed only for
abuse of discretion.”) (citations omitted).
 

After carefully reviewing the record, we conclude the district court did not
abuse its discretion.  Epps’s sentence is within the statutory maximum allowed for
revocation.  See 18 U.S.C. §  3583(e)(3).  Moreover, Epps’s violations of the terms
of her supervised release, which included (1) testing positive for cocaine on one
occasion,  and (2) missing eight substance abuse counseling sessions, and being out
of her residence without the permission of her probation officer, between January
and April 2003, provide ample support for the district court’s sentence.  

Accordingly, we affirm Epps’s sentence.  See 8th Cir. R. 47B.
______________________________


